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articles published in nine accounting journals, some of them as old as 48 years, and assigned them one by one to different categories of "methodology". This is consistent with the methodical ways of accountants. It is in the nature of accountants to want to monitor trends -trends in key accounting ratios, trends in budget performance, trends in research methodology etc. Through a survey, we can know which methodology is in vogue and we can then proceed to analyze its contributions to our knowledge relative to others. Coyne et al (2010) , Stephens et al (2011) and Pickerd et al (2011) have also recently ranked accounting faculty and research programs by topic and methodology using methodology surveys. As laudable as these efforts are, one is surprised about the lack of debate among accounting academics as to whether the existing taxonomy correctly represents the logic of what they do in their research endeavours.
A key finding from various surveys that is corroborated by journal editors' annual reports and which for quite some time has been generating ripples within the academic arm of the profession, is that accounting research is dominated by the archival/statistical "methodology" ( Are experimenters precluded from using archival data? Is statistics not a tool for analysing experimental data? If we claim that field studies are underrepresented in journal publications and we separate survey from field research, where else do we look to as the probable reason for this underrepresentation? Is survey not an instrument for collecting data in field research? 2 The word 'archival' is used in the methodology surveys to mean numerical data obtained from data repositories ( Criticisms range from accounting research being labeled as monolingual in a multilingual world (Chua 1996) to being described as intolerant of other perspectives, irresponsive to the needs of practicing accountants and having little impact on related fields (Reiter & Williams 2002 ). According to Chua (1996) , although the language of numbers as reflected in the empirical/calculative tradition is extremely powerful at overcoming cultural and linguistic boundaries, it is inherently capable of decontexualising the sociocultural and political aspects of the debates represented by these numbers when exclusively or improperly used. Its dominance in accounting graduate education, she argues is due to "(i) the power of inscriptions, (ii) contradictions in post-modernity, and (iii) the perceived 'success' of allied professionals" (Chua 1996: 129 discuss the nature and forms of research. In part 3, I explain certain basic terms and concepts in research methodology and then present the current classifications of methodology in accounting research. Finally, in part 4, I propose a framework for classifying empirical methodologies in accounting research.
NATURE AND FORMS OF RESEARCH
What is research? Why research? And what forms of research do researchers undertake?
These questions are important because there is the continuing tendency to confuse forms of research with research methodology. Secondly, the selection of research methodology is to a great extent determined by the form and purpose of research. Thirdly, these questions are at the centre of the controversy surrounding the perceived irrelevance of accounting research to the practical problems faced by accountants. Miller (1977: 46) argues that it is the perception of accounting research as a monolithic activity "in its thrust, methodology and impact" -"pressing toward a single well-defined and mutually accepted goal" -that fuels the unreasonable expectation from researchers. This feeling of crisis is however not restricted to accounting, for one expert in the field of organizational science had also observed that as "research methods and techniques have become more sophisticated, they have also become increasingly less useful for solving the practical problems that members of organizations face" (Susman and Evered 1978: 582 ). Yet research projects defer in terms of their approach, the immediacy of their impact on accounting practice, their appeal to academics and practitioners and their channels of publication.
Research according to Kinney (1986: 339) is "the development and testing of new theories of 'how the world works' or refutation of widely held existing theories". It is a "careful or diligent search; studious inquiry or examination; especially: investigation or experimentation aimed at the discovery and interpretation of facts, revision of accepted theories or laws in the light of new facts, or practical application of such new or revised theories or laws" (Merriam-Webster online dictionary). These two definitions reveal that research, including accounting research is (i) both an activity and a process (ii) based on pure logic or examination of facts/data; and (ii) aimed at generating new theories, refuting or revising existing theories and practical application of theories. In essence the central aim of research is "theory" 3 (Zimmerman 2001 any practical problems but only needs to "(i) discover a new problem or (ii) develop a new theoretical approach to solve previously known problems" (Miller 1977: 44 ). An 3 Theories are conjectures, expressed in words or in mathematical terms that help in understanding, explaining and predicting natural phenomena. They are "nets cast to catch what we call 'the world': to rationalise, to explain and to master it" (Popper, 1959: 37-38) . 4 It is difficult to define precisely what science is, except by reference to its goal (Popper 1959; Kerlinger & Lee 2000) . The goal of science according to Popper (1965) is to formulate and test hypothesis. He uses the term 'falsification' rather than 'verification' to distinguish between empirical and logical sciences. A theory of logical science, mathematics for example can be verified or proved quod erat demonstrandum (Q.E.D) within itself and without reference to the external world but it cannot be empirically falsified. Popper specifies three criteria that an empirical science theory must satisfy. First, it must be synthetic, meaning that it must express some general laws. Second, it must not be metaphysical i.e. it must represent a natural phenomenon. Third, it must be testable. 5 These canons of scientific inquiry are the core of Kerlinger & Lee's (2000: 14) conception of science as a "systematic, controlled, empirical, amoral, public and critical investigation of natural phenomena……guided by theory and hypothesis about the presumed relations among such phenomena". It is systematic and controlled because it is ordered, disciplined, rigorous and designed in such a way as to eliminate alternative explanations [The word 'rigorous' is used here not in the context of mathematical and statistical techniques but in terms of what Largay (2001: 71) referred to as "thoughtful, well-articulated arguments and logic, and appropriately designed examples, experiments and tests"]. It is amoral because the conclusion is judged by its reliability and validity not by the personal beliefs and values of the researcher. It is public and critical because it has to be peer reviewed to gain the respect of the scientific community. 6 For example, in their survey of methodology in accounting research, Lukka and Kasanem (1996: 759) adopted a definition of empirical research as one that is "explicitly based on primary non-literary data collected for the study in question, covering market-based analyses, questionnaire surveys, case and field studies and laboratory experiments…". The purpose of action research is both to generate theory and to diagnose and proffer solutions to the specific problems of organizations. In such a situation "research that produces nothing but books will not suffice" (Lewin 1946:35) . In accounting, action research often takes the form of academics, consulting for organizations. In Liu and Pan (2007), a study described as action research, the researcherconsultants successfully developed an Activity-Based Costing (ABC) system for a large
Chinese manufacturing company but no explicit theory was tested or generated. Baskerville (1999: 13) attempts to draw a distinction between consultancy and action research by stating that "consultants are usually paid to dictate experienced, reliable solutions based on their independent review" and that "action researchers act out of scientific interest to help the organization itself to learn by formulating a series of experimental solutions based on an evolving, untested theory". Kaplan (1998) hazard in a principal-agent relationship using the economic theory of contracting. In economics, contracting theory dates back to Coase (1937) .
A further way of looking at forms of research is through the academic / practitioner lens (Boehm 1980) . The distinction between the two is neither about whether the researcher is an academic or a practitioner nor about whether the research is basic, applied or usable; it is about the research model. In other words, academics can undertake usable/practical research just in the same way as practitioners can undertake basic research. Boehm and on formulating trial solutions rather than hypothesis. However, both models include the research design phase. This paper addresses the design phase of a research, for both the practitioner and academic models.
METHOD AND METHODOLOGY
The terms "method" and "methodology" are often used interchangeably. Blaikie (1993: 7) observes the tendency in the literature "to use one when the other is more appropriate" just in the same way as philosophers (e.g. Popper 1965) use the phrase "scientific method" when in fact they mean "methodology". 'Method' is the technique or procedure used to gather and analyse data related to a research question or hypothesis (Blaikie 1993 A related phrase that is used synonymously with "research methodology" is "research design". In fact, Buckley et al (1976) defines one in terms of the other when they refer to research methodology as "the strategy or architectural design by which the researcher maps out an approach to problem-finding or problem-solving". Their framework, one of the early attempts to classify methodology in accounting research, consists of six parts, which are summarized into three broad groups:
Research problem. The authors propose several methods of identifying researchable problems.
(ii) Research strategy. They identify four research strategies consisting of nine domains: Empirical (Case, Field, Laboratory experiment), analytic (internal logic), archival (primary, secondary and physical) and opinion (individual and group).
(iii) Research technique: methods of collecting and analyzing data.
A research design according to Yin (2009: 26) is a "logical plan for getting from here to there, where here may be defined as the initial set of questions to be answered, and there is (sic) some set of conclusions (answers) about these questions". It "deals with the logical problem and not the logistical problem" of research (Yin 2009: 27) . Between here and there are important decisions about the research approach, the nature of data to collect, how to analyze data and how to interpret the results in order to ensure than the conclusion addresses the research question. The logical problem is how to ensure the validity of the research findings; the logistical problem is the problem of technique -how data is collected and analyzed. A research design is therefore different from a work plan, which simply lists the activities to be undertaken in the research process and the time frame for each. It is futuristic, amenable to changes as research progresses and its success or failure assessable in terms of the extent to which the research objective is achieved. It is the basis for evaluating research conclusions.
Suppose for example we want to study the effect of cultural differences on auditors' risk perception and assessment and that we have chosen two countries A and B as our research sites. There are several ways to collect our research data. We may decide to interview auditors in both countries (an interview technique) or review the past audit planning work papers of auditors (an archival technique) or administer hypothetical risk assessment tests (a test and measurement technique). These are the techniques or methods of data collection and each of them is valid under different research strategies. The most critical decision (a strategy decision) is how to eliminate as much of the differences as possible between the research subjects/participants in order to minimize alternative explanations to our research conclusions. In order to address the differences, we may need to enlist only participants with similar years of audit experience, accounting education and audit position in (say) a 'Big 4' international public accounting in both countries. The validity of our conclusion in this research will be judged primarily not by the data collection and analysis techniques but by the strength of our strategy and the logical connection between that strategy and the data collection and analysis techniques. This is why I think the persistent reference to "archival methodology" in accounting research is a misnomer. Embedded in the various journal articles classified as "archival"
are research strategies, data collection and analysis techniques as well as philosophical perspectives, the totality of which constitutes a methodology.
The current classifications of research methodology in accounting are presented in distinguish between design and method leads to poor evaluation of designs" in that "the designs are often evaluated against the strengths and weaknesses of the method rather than their ability to draw relatively unambiguous conclusions or to select between rival plausible hypotheses".
At best, the concept of research design used in these classifications is very limited and confusing. Of course social researchers can do surveys and conduct experiments, but surveys are particular methods of data collection and analysis, and the experiment is about selecting groups and timing data collection. Similarly, secondary analysis is mainly about sources of data, observation is mainly about data collection, and content analysis is mainly about coding………………hence the first problem with these classifications is that each type of resign design deals with some elements but none deal with them all ( 
FRAMEWORK FOR RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
I had earlier identified the two broad classifications of research: empirical and nonempirical. In this section of the paper, I propose a framework for classifying empirical research methodology in accounting. This framework will not eliminate but is expected to minimize the confusion inherent in the current methodology classifications. A broad overview of this framework is presented in Figure 1 below. A more detailed version of the process in Figure 1 is presented in Table 2 . As the field matures, it becomes descriptive, explanatory and predictive. Nevertheless, a new field may begin by borrowing and testing theories from related fields 8 . In the same way as exploratory studies generate theories, so also do explanatory studies, through theory testing (Zimmerman 2001 ).
In the proposed framework, a research design/methodology comprises the Although not explicitly indicated in Figure 2 or Table 2 , a research must also address the validity question in the context of the strategy and method. However, this is not directly discussed in this paper. 9 In the social sciences, the common classifications are: experimental and non-experimental designs ( In general, any research strategy may be deployed to achieve on or more of the exploratory, descriptive and explanatory purposes of research. In this framework, a research strategy is independent of the method of data collection but not of the form of data. Brief descriptions of different strategies and examples of journal articles where they have been applied are presented in Table 4 . (ii) Randomization i.e. research subjects are randomly (but not haphazardly) assigned to groups.
(iii) Manipulation of the dependent variable/s (iv) Pre-and post-intervention/treatment measurements.
A quasi-experiment is an experiment that misses some of the attributes of a "true" experiment, more specifically the randomization requirement. In Table 2 , I identify two Contrary to these views, a non-experimental research as shown in Table 2 may be field or non-field-based, longitudinal or cross-sectional; quantitative, qualitative or mixed. A list of common contrasts between qualitative and quantitative research is presented in Table   3 . Qualitative research relies on textual data. Qualitative researchers claim that their contextual approach and prolonged involvement in the research process engender rich, deep data. The researcher analyses data by searching for themes and patterns across the data set.
Artificial settings
Quantitative researchers operate in contrived settings e.g. they use proxies such as students and mathematical models for experimental management research.
Natural settings
Qualitative research is generally field-based, in that it takes place in the real life settings of participants such as in communities and business organizations.
Point of view of researcher
The researcher is in the driving seat and the sets of concern (e.g. the independent and dependent variables) which he brings to an investigation structures the investigation.
Points of view of participants
The researcher gives voice to the research participants, not in the sense of an activist but in the sense of an open-minded, keen observer and listener, deriving meaning from context.
Researcher distant
In pursuit of objectivity, a quantitative researcher may complete an entire research project by analyzing archival market data sets without speaking to the market participants.
Researcher close
The researcher is out there face-to-face, engaging with the participants during the research process using primary data collection techniques (e.g. interview, direct observation/participation).
Theory testing
Quantitative research is mainly directed at hypothesis testing. The researcher examines theory, formulates research questions, derives and tests hypotheses.
Theory construction
Qualitative research focuses on theory construction/discovery. The researcher is therefore theoretically sensitive. S/he is quick to recognize themes and patterns across a qualitative data set.
-24 - Lab. Experiment Experiment that operates in a contrived setting and that uses human participants other than the real subjects e.g. accounting students as proxies for practicing accountants. 
Cross sectional
The cross sectional strategy involves data collection at just one time point. Therefore, it can only measure differences between groups based on their existing attributes rather than change over periods. Since it has no time dimension, it may be useful in establishing correlation but not in drawing causal inferences. However, since correlation is the basis for causality, the results of a cross sectional research may form the basis for a more rigorous research strategy to establish or dispel causal relationship among variables. Grounded theory Grounded Theory (GT) is a theory discovery field research strategy (Glaser & Strauss 1967). Though different versions currently exist, GT in its pure, classical sense precludes the researcher from being influenced by existing theories prior to field work. Theory must be 'grounded' in data and the researcher must be theoretically sensitive to recognize categories, patterns and themes as they emerge from data. 
RESEARCH METHOD
This comprises data collection and analysis methods. Table 2 shows six methods of collecting data: survey questionnaire, interview survey, test and measurement, direct observation/participation, focus group/seminars and archival.
These may be grouped broadly into two: those that require some form of interaction between the researcher and the research participants (primary method) and those that do Table 2 shows that any method of data collection or combination of methods may be applied to any research strategy as long as it is consistent with the strategy and the nature of the Given the current state of affairs, what should researchers whose interests fall in non-mainstream areas do? I suggest there are three options. One is to go mainstream. Use economic theories and models and find large databases on which to test them. For the most part, that is the option that I have chosen. Most of my research now starts with the acquisition of an archival database. I try to use the databases to test and refine models that are at least partly economics-based. My days as a survey and field researcher seem to be largely over. A second option is to go to a lower-ranked school, one that does not value solely publications in "top-3" journals. With the passing of time, most non-mainstream professors will actually have to take this option, as they will not be getting tenure at the topranked business schools. A third possibility is to make an academic career outside But archival data are not without shortcomings. The quality of archival data depends to a large extent on the integrity of the method used to generate the data sets initially and is affected by any subsequent changes in the data structure within the archive. Since archival data is about the past, it also means that research focusing primarily on it may not address critical issues of the moment. Furthermore, the archival method neither account for unrecorded events (e.g. off balance sheet transactions) nor for major economic and historical events during each period covered by the data and is at best a crude proxy for the behaviors of accountants and non-accountants in the production, dissemination and use of accounting information. If accounting is to be a social science, it must also accept responsibility for value judgments…….a social scientist may attempt the impersonal, disinterested viewpoint of a physical scientist, but the truth is that his data include value judgments and for him to ignore such considerations is to ignore important aspects of his data. 
THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVE
The term "theoretical perspective" is used here to mean the philosophical assumptions that a researcher makes about reality (ontology) and how we gain an understanding of this social reality (epistemology). It has also been referred to as "philosophical worldview" i.e. "the basic set of beliefs that guide action" (Creswell 2009) At the opposite end of "positivism" is "interpretivism". The "interpretivists" seek to explore the world and discover its complex network of subjective meanings and contexts.
To the interpretivist, there is no objective world but a world that is socially constructed (constructivist ontology). Therefore, the goal of the researcher operating within this paradigm is to be able to decipher empirical patterns or regularities. Interpretivism focuses on qualitative research strategies and methods that involve contacts with the research subjects/participants (Blaikie 1993) . The standard for assessing research is "trustworthiness and authenticity" (Bryman 2008: 377) .
If researcher strategies and methods can be mixed, is it equally possible to mix theoretical perspectives? This is a contentious debate within the mixed-method movement.
Nevertheless, "pragmatism" or "what works" has been suggested as the paradigm behind the combination of qualitative and quantitative approaches (Robson 2002: 43) .
CONCLUSION
In this paper, I have demonstrated that the current classifications of methodology in accounting research are conceptually inadequate. I then propose a framework to address the problem. In the framework, I argue that research methodology is a decision process that starts with defining the purpose of a research, followed by the research strategy and the data collection and analysis techniques; and that research strategy is shaped by the researcher's philosophical perspective. The framework helps not only in structuring research but also in shaping future surveys of trends in methodology in accounting research. Methodology surveys will be more fruitful if each of these elements is separately addressed, for example by comparing archival method with other methods of data collection and not with experimental strategy.
Zimmermann (2001) suggests that certain accounting sub-fields are preponderantly descriptive, while others have advanced into the explanatory zone, generating and testing theories. This is a testable proposition and researchers may wish to establish the extent to which accounting research in various sub-fields is exploratory, descriptive or explanatory.
This paper has further shown the need for researchers not only to be aware of but also to be open minded about the diverse methodologies for conducting and evaluating research as well as their strengths and limitations. Ultimately, the selection of research methodology should be driven primarily by the research question: a theory-testing research requires a theory-testing methodology, a theory-generating research requires and theory-generating methodology.
-33 -APPENDIX Figure 1 : Academic research process [Adapted from Boehm (1980) 
